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cordance between the Lower and Upper Silurian rocks
which had been missed by Murchison, he felt justified in
after years in drawing the line between Cambria and Siluria
where, as it seemed to him, nature had drawn it by that
break in the succession, claiming as Cambrian the whole of
his own series and all the Lower Silurian rocks of his
friend.1

That the Cambrian system should have an upward exten-
sion instead of the Silurian system having a downward one,
had been surmised by at least one geologist besides Sedgwick.
The idea was broached by Phillips in a note to Murchison,
who, in alluding to it in his reply, remarked, " I cannot read
the paragraph which follows in your note without being hurt
by the possibility to which you allude of the Cambrian going
up to the "Wenlock Shale. As a matter of fact, unquestion-
ably it does. But what is Cambrian ? "Why, as De la Beche
has shown in South Wales, nothing but Lower Silurian.
Now, bear in mind, that my two clear and distinct types,
Upper and Lower Silurian, were proposed to geologists, and,
being laid before them, they were asked to see how far the
lower type would go down. This is repeatedly put to them
in my book."

The point in dispute must seem to outsiders to have been
but a petty one. After all, it was merely whether one name
or another should be given to a certain series of rocks upon
which both of the geologists had been simultaneously at
work. Had Sedgwick continued his researches to their
proper development, had he taken the trouble to have his
collections of fossils examined and named instead of allowing
them to remain for years in their packing-cases, had he,

1 Introduction to British Palaeozoic Fossils, 1855, p. x. of the great dis-
